REMARKS 

Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-13, 15-17, and 19-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over United States Patent Number 6,714,952 to Dunham et al. (Dunham) in view of 
United States Patent Number 7,069,295 to Sutherland et al. (Sutherland). 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the telephone interview of July 14, 2008. We 
discussed a proposed amendment and distinctions of the present invention over Dunham and 
Sutherland. Applicants submit the proposed amendment, and a summary of the arguments with 
this response. 

Amendments to the claims 

Applicants have amended claim 1 with the limitation of claim 21 "...said master restore 
table is partitioned into a plurality of sub-tables based on the locations of data portions . .." The 
amendment is well supported by the specification. See page 6, lines 141-147. Applicants have 
further amended claim 1 with the limitation "...blocks access by said client systems to each of 
said plurality of data portions that have been restored by one of said plurality of client systems in 
response to a processed restoration status ..." The amendment is well supported by the 
specification. See page 6, lines 129-138. 

Claim 13 is similarly amended. Claims 21 and 23 are canceled. 
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Response to rejections of claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-13, 15-17, and 19-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Dunham in view of Sutherland. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Independent claim 1 includes the limitations: 

requesting a restore wherein each of said plurality of client systems participate in said 
restore; and 

coordinating restoration of data stored in said storage pool by said plurality of client 
systems over a plurality of sessions using a storage management server that constructs a master 
restore table comprising a plurality of data portions to be restored, an associated location of said 
plurality of data portions in said storage pool, and a status of whether an associated storage 
media for a data portion has been restored, wherein said master restore table is partitioned 
into a plurality of sub-tables based on the locations of data portions and is identified by an 
associated token and a client system participating in a restore gains access to said master restore 
table by use of said token, tracks said plurality of data portions of said data as restored by said 
plurality of client systems using the status, and blocks access by said client systems to each of 
said plurality of data portions that have been restored by one of said plurality of client 
systems in response to a processed restoration status to avoid duplicative restoration efforts, 
wherein the plurality of client systems restore data portions to a single client. 

Independent claim 13 includes similar limitations. 
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Applicants submit that the limitation that the master restore table includes ". . .a status of 
whether an associated storage media for a data portion has been restored. . ." is not disclosed by 
Dunham and Sutherland. In particular, the locker management tables disclosed by Sutherland list 
replication groups and associated storage groups, the space in each locker for new replication 
groups, and file allocation table, but not a restoration status. Sutherland, col. 11, lines 57-67. 

Applicants further submit that the limitation "...said master restore table is partitioned 
into a plurality of sub-tables based on the locations of data portions. . ." is also not disclosed by 
the combination of Dunham and Sutherland. Instead, Dunham teaches using a different 
restoration catalog based on the type of restore and does not disclose a master restore table 
partitioned into sub-tables based on locations of data portions. Dunham, col. 10, lines 23-55. 

Applicants further submit that Dunham and Sutherland do not teach the limitation 
". . .blocks access by said client systems to each of said plurality of data portions that have been 
restored by one of said plurality of client systems in response to a processed restoration status. . ." 
Instead, Sutherland teaches a requester locking a file, wherein the requester has continued access 
to the file while the lock is in place. Sutherland, col. 15, line 58- col. 16, line 22. Sutherland 
does not disclose blocking access to restored data portions in response to a processed restoration 
status. 

Because the combination of Dunham and Sutherland does not disclose each of the 
elements of claims 1 and 13, Applicants submit that claims 1 and 13 are allowable. Applicants 
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further submit that claims 2, 3, 5-7, 9-12, 15-17, 19, 20, 22, and 24 are allowable as depending 
from allowable claims. 



Conclusion 

As a result of the presented remarks, Applicants assert that the present application is in 
condition for prompt allowance. Should additional information be required regarding the 
traversal of the rejections of the claims enumerated above, Examiner is respectfully asked to 
notify Applicants of such need. If any impediments to the prompt allowance of the claims can be 
resolved by a telephone conversation, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: July 21. 2008 
8 East Broadway, Suite 600 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
Tel: 801-994-4646 
Fax: 801-531-1929 



/Brian C. Kunzler/ 

Brian C. Kunzler 
Reg. No. 38,527 
Attorney for Applicant 



-11- 



